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			Are you afraid of aging?

			Does a wrinkle on your face cause you to panic and make you fear you are becoming unattractive and unemployable?

			Do you believe a fragrance can make you irresistible?

			Are you willing to spend your hard-earned money to buy expensive cosmetics that promise you a cure for whatever flaw you think you may have?

			If you answer yes to these questions, you have become a pawn of the manipulative cosmetic industry. These geniuses of marketing have convinced you and most of society of the following:

			
					
					Aging and wrinkles are to be greatly feared.

					

					
					Natural body odors are mortifying.

					

					
					Cosmetics can cure anything.

					

			

			I really do admire the cleverness of cosmetic producers and sellers—even if they don’t like me because I reveal to you what is really in their products. But I believe they are still fabulous sociologists, psychologists, and marketers. They know before anyone else what we want or should want, and they immediately build upon those desires to sell us what we may or may not need. From the department store counter to the drugstore to the Internet, they have given us literally thousands of choices of cosmetics. As you will read in this dictionary, some of the potions and powders are excellent and fulfill their promises, many of the compounds do nothing and are actually fraudulent, and some may be damaging to our health because they contain toxins or cancer-causing agents.

			You may be asking yourself at this point: “Well, doesn’t the FDA protect us?”

			The answer is NO!

			Cosmetics have always been a low priority at the U.S. Food and Drug Administration (FDA), but now its regulatory powers have been weakened to the point where they are almost nonexistent.

			WHY ARE COSMETIC REGULATIONS SO LIMITED?

			The agency’s regulations were determined more than seventy years ago when it was wrongly assumed that the skin is an impermeable barrier that prevents chemicals from penetrating into the body. Scientists now know that this is not true, yet most consumers and cosmetic companies are concerned only with allergic reactions and skin irritations. But what of systemic absorption, toxicity, and chronic effects? What degree of absorption is there when a cosmetic is left on the face (as a makeup base might be for twelve hours) or spread over the entire body (like suntan lotions)? What is the impact when these products are used for many years?

			No one knows. Cosmetic companies do know that an increasingly popular way to deliver drugs is “transdermally.”

			All we know is that cosmetics can affect us outwardly and inwardly, so the question becomes, What safeguards does the FDA have today?

			THE FDA’S COSMETIC SAFETY REGULATIONS

			The following quote is directly from the current FDA Handbook:1

			
				Although the FD&C Act does not require that cosmetic manufacturers or marketers test their products for safety, the FDA strongly urges cosmetic manufacturers to conduct whatever toxicological or other tests are appropriate to substantiate the safety of their cosmetics. If the safety of a cosmetic is not adequately substantiated, the product may be considered misbranded and may be subject to regulatory action unless the label bears the following statement: “Warning—The safety of this product has not been determined.”2

			

			WHY IS THE FDA SO POWERLESS?

			The Report of the Subcommittee on Science and Technology on the FDA Science and Mission at Risk presented answers.3 The committee said its major findings were as follows:

			
					
					The FDA cannot fulfill its mission because its scientific base has eroded and its scientific organizational structure is weak.

					

					
					The FDA cannot fulfill its mission because its scientific workforce does not have sufficient capacity and capability.

					

					
					The FDA cannot fulfill its mission because its information technology (IT) infrastructure is inadequate.

					

			

			Inspections have declined while the work assigned to the FDA has skyrocketed. In 2008, the United States imported more than $2 trillion worth of products sent to the United States by an estimated 825 major importers, through more than 300 ports of entry. The FDA projects a total of 18.2 million import lines a year, 9 percent of which is cosmetic products. The FDA is also responsible for overseeing more than ninety thousand U.S. facilities where food, drugs, and other products are manufactured, processed, or stored. Twenty-one cents of every dollar spent by consumers goes toward products the FDA is supposed to regulate. The Office of Regulatory Affairs (ORA) is the lead office for all FDA field activities. The largest portion of ORA’s work involves postmarket inspections of foods, human drugs, biologics, animal drugs and feeds, and medical-device manufacturers (nothing is designated specifically for cosmetics). The FDA has about 3,472 full-time employees associated with field activities with a requested budget at $542,534,000. They are sometimes helped by state health inspectors.4

			Why is the FDA so beleaguered and underfunded? No matter how skilled and well intentioned the staff may be, they are being smashed under an impossible workload. Unless consumers like you and savvy organizations such as those listed on pages 559–64 lobby effectively for changes, nothing will happen.

			In the meantime, I have written both A Consumer’s Dictionary of Cosmetic Ingredients and A Consumer’s Dictionary of Food Additives to give you the information you need to make wiser choices in the almost unregulated marketplace. For example, anyone can go into the cosmetics business without notifying the FDA. If you don’t believe it, the following is directly from the FDA Handbook:5

			
				Voluntary Registration

				Although the FD&C Act does not require cosmetic firms to register manufacturing establishments or formulations with the FDA or make available safety data or other information before a product is marketed in the United States, manufacturers or distributors of cosmetics may submit this information to the agency voluntarily. Voluntary registration and assignment of a registration number by the agency does not denote approval of a firm or product by the FDA. Any use of a registration number in labeling must be accompanied by a conspicuous disclaimer phrase as prescribed by regulation.

			

			Cosmetic companies that wish to participate in the voluntary registration forward data to the FDA. Only an estimated 35 to 40 percent of the companies are honorable enough to inform the FDA of the ingredients they are using. But since the last edition of A Consumer’s Dictionary of Cosmetic Ingredients, there is a new game being played. A significant number of the companies are “registering” their names with the FDA and then saying in their ads “Registered with the FDA” in an attempt to have us believe their product has been approved by the agency.

			The truth is the FDA admits it cannot require companies to do safety testing of their cosmetic products before marketing. Neither cosmetic products nor cosmetic ingredients are reviewed or approved by the FDA before they are sold to you. Recalls taken by the cosmetic industry to call back products that present a hazard, or that are somehow defective, are voluntary. The FDA is not permitted to require recalls of cosmetics but does monitor companies that conduct a product recall.

			The FDA can only take action against a company if complaints are made by consumers or health providers and the complaints are registered. For this edition, I found out the FDA no longer has a database of reports of adverse effects from cosmetics. When I asked why, a very frustrated FDA staff member said, “Because our staff and our money have been cut!”

			Although there are no full-time field agents assigned to cosmetics, investigators in district offices may be assigned “as the need arises.” The FDA is supposed to collect cosmetic product samples as part of its rate plant and import inspections.

			The FDA reports that it has 1.75 professional staff persons per year to process submitted cosmetic forms and maintain computer files at a cost of $97,465 per year. (Don’t you wonder what a .75 professional looks like?) Since cosmetic companies are always worried about the competition stealing their formulas, the FDA assures the registrants that their information is locked in a safe and guarded by 1.75 professionals—presumably except when a guardian has to eat lunch or go to the restroom. Then the door is locked.6

			While consumer and industry assistance has been significantly reduced or eliminated, the FDA has increased its Internet presence, and its website offers statements such as: “The FDA does not function as a private testing laboratory;” “The FDA is prohibited from recommending private laboratories to consumers for sample analysis;” and “Consumers may consult their local phone directory for testing laboratories.”

			If the FDA does wish to remove a cosmetic from the market, it must first prove in a court of law that the product is injurious to users, improperly labeled, or otherwise violates the law. Such court cases in the past have cost the budget-strapped agency millions and the companies with their powerful lawyers and political clout almost always win.

			Again, this is directly from the FDA Handbook:

			
				With the exception of color additives and a few prohibited ingredients, a cosmetic manufacturer may, on his own responsibility, use essentially any raw material as a cosmetic ingredient and market the product without approval. The law requires that color additives used in food, drugs and cosmetics must be tested for safety and approved by the FDA for their intended uses. A cosmetic containing an unlisted color additive; i.e., a color additive which has not been approved by the FDA for its intended use, is considered adulterated and subject to regulatory action. The color additives approved for use in cosmetics are listed [see them in this dictionary]. The use of the following ingredients is either restricted or prohibited in cosmetics: bithionol, mercury compounds, vinyl chloride, halogenated salicylanilides, zirconium complexes in aerosol cosmetics, chloroform, methylene chloride, chlorofluorocarbon propellants, and hexachlorophene [see all in the dictionary]. The agency also considers as adulterated cosmetics nail products containing methyl methacrylate monomer or those containing more than 5% formaldehyde. Although not prohibited by law or regulation, in addition, the manufacturers of cosmetic fragrance products have voluntarily agreed to not use or to limit maximum use levels of certain selected ingredients which have been found to cause depigmentation, irritation, neurotoxicity, or phototoxicity or allergic reactions. (See all the restricted or prohibited chemicals in this dictionary.)7

			

			Is there anyone at the FDA who deals with a consumer’s physical problems caused by cosmetics or ingredients not explicitly prohibited by the FDA?

			There are regulatory enforcers and criminal investigators under CFSAN, the FDA’s Center for Food Safety and Applied Nutrition. The personnel are responsible for a wide variety of products, including foods, seafood, wine beverages less than 7 percent alcohol (including wine coolers), bottled water, food additives, infant formulas, dietary supplements, and cosmetics. Each of these products is used differently and regulated under a different part of the FDA Act and thus has slightly different investigational requirements. Do you think it is important that the FDA conducts appropriate investigations and follow-up on adverse events attributed to cosmetic products?8

			How many expert regulators are there on CFSAN’s staff to enforce the above? Five, at this writing. How many do they have on staff for all the products potentially involved in criminal activity? Three!9

			This does not mean no one is watching the cosmetic stew. The trade organization Personal Care Products Council (PCPC; formerly the Cosmetic, Toiletries and Fragrance Association) is doing an admirable job and has established its own safety assessment system, the Cosmetic Ingredient Review (CIR). It has a six-member Steering Committee chaired by the president and CEO of the council (from the industry); a dermatologist representing the American Academy of Dermatology; a toxicologist representing the Society of Toxicology; a consumer representative from the Consumer Federation of America, and the council’s executive vice president for assessing the safety data. Since its establishment in 1976 CIR panels have reviewed 1,298 ingredients as of August 2006. (You can read about them in the dictionary.) Of that number,

			
					
					781 ingredients were found safe as used.

					

					
					408 ingredients were determined safe with qualifications.

					

					
					119 ingredients could not be evaluated because of insufficient data.

					

					
					9 ingredients were cited unsafe.

					

			

			The basic purpose of the review is to gather information from the scientific literature and from company files on the safety of cosmetic ingredients. It alerts the FDA and makes that information publicly available without any private review or comment. Thus far, members have questioned the safety of ingredients—such as 6-methyl coumarin and musk ambrette (see both)—and these substances have been voluntarily removed by PCPC member companies. However, proponents of increased cosmetic regulation argue that participation in this voluntary compliance system is low. In addition, critics contend the CIR is an industry-funded expert panel established to conduct safety assessments of cosmetic products, yet has only reviewed 11 percent of cosmetic ingredients since 1976.10

			In 2007, the trade organization the Cosmetic Toiletries and Fragrance Association’s (CTFA) board of directors changed its name, as mentioned, to the Personal Care Products Council (PCPC) because “the change represented a new, broader and more contemporary name to better represent the association’s growing and diverse membership.” In addition, the board chose a new motto for the association: Committed to safety, quality and innovation. The PCPC states that its members produce the majority of the cosmetics on the market. We should be grateful that there are scientists testing ingredients for us. The cosmetic companies, however, are politically astute. Such self-testing and efforts at self-regulation fend off potential outside regulation by government agencies. And the cosmetic manufacturers contribute heavily to political campaigns, including the presidential race. It is in their own interest, of course, to avoid using an ingredient that might be found at some later date to be potentially harmful. Adverse publicity can instantly kill a product into which millions of dollars have been invested.

			THE STATE OF STATE COSMETIC REGULATIONS

			Due largely to consumer pressure, some states have been formulating stricter regulations concerning cosmetics.

			MAKING UP INTERNATIONALLY

			Since the commerce in cosmetics is global today, there has been an effort to “harmonize” labeling and regulations. In 2011, the global makeup market is forecast to have a value of $32.1 billion, an increase of 27.8 percent since 2006.11

			The European Union (EU) has worked toward agreement on ingredient terms to ease marketing across the borders in countries representing nine different languages. The U.S. Office of Cosmetics and Colors (OCAC) has considered these harmonizing requests on a case-by-case basis, in line with its legal responsibilities under the Fair Packaging and Labeling Act (FPLA) to promulgate regulations “necessary to prevent the deception of consumers or to facilitate value comparisons.”

			Labeling can be confusing because the EU likes to use fancier names and botanic monikers for certain cosmetic ingredients. For instance, what we call water is called aqua by the EU and what we label as mineral oil, they call paraffinum liquidum. Butyrospermum parkii is the EU’s name for our shea butter. Lentinus edodes is the EU’s name for shiitake mushroom. The EU also designates colors by number such as CI60730 for the hair coloring we call violet 2, while the Japanese called it murasaki 401. As much as possible, such names have been cross-referenced in the dictionary for you, since many of the cosmetics you buy may be made overseas.

			You will also read in the dictionary how some ingredients are banned in the Asian market and the European Union but allowed in the United States. The European Union, Japan, Canada, and the United States do not agree on the safety of some colors, for example. The FDA says that this is a complicated issue, due to factors such as the requirements that only colors approved for use in the United States by the FDA are allowed to be added to cosmetics and that, for some of these “approved” colors, only those specifically tested and certified in FDA-approved laboratories may be used in cosmetics for the U.S. market. On the other hand, Britain, at this writing, is banning some colors used in the United States because they have been linked to hyperactivity in children. The Japanese coloring Acid Yellow 40, for example, which the Japanese label Ki402, is not approved for use in either the United States or the European Union.

			REACH

			During the great effort at harmonization and cooperation among the countries, one European regulation has stirred up the most anxiety. It is called REACH, which stands for Registration, Evaluation & Authorization of Chemicals. It is a controversial, comprehensive European law that is supposed to make sure proposed and already-available chemicals are safe. To ensure a high level of protection, this law requires data to be submitted on human and environmental safety. It applies to all chemicals made in the EU, or imported into the EU, including certain natural substances and those substances used in cosmetic products. It is intended to address any public concern about the use of chemicals. Probably the most difficult “harmonization” among countries concerns REACH’s efforts to ban cosmetic testing on animals.

			TESTING COSMETICS ON ANIMALS

			The practice of testing cosmetics on animals started in 1933 when an American woman used a Lash Lure mascara to darken her lashes. Her eyes first burned, then she went blind and died. Following this incident, in 1938 the U.S. Food and Drug Association passed an act to protect the public from unsafe, risky cosmetic products.

			Today, EU experts say that it is a common view among the general public that in order to define the safety of finished cosmetics products it should be sufficient to test them directly on human volunteers. The EU maintains this type of evaluation is adequate to reveal any acute toxic effects of a product. It is absolutely insufficient, however, for identifying those effects, such as systemic toxicity, carcinogenicity, and teratogenicity for which the only test methods currently scientifically acceptable are those developed in animals. Alternative methods, experts say, to evaluate long-term toxic effects of ingredients on humans may take more than twenty years for the damage to become evident.12

			The most controversial and widely used animal test is the Draize eye irritancy test, which involves putting drops of the substance in question into the eyes of albino rabbits. Investigators then note if any redness, swelling, cloudiness of the iris, or corneal opacity occurs. In addition, they measure the eye’s ability to repair any damage. Draize is difficult to replace with a single alternative test because it measures three different areas of the eye. Replacing Draize will probably take a combination of alternative tests, but the combination has not yet been developed.

			Many companies, because of the sentiment against using animals for testing, now label their cosmetics cruelty free, which implies that products have not been tested on animals. How do many companies back up their claims today that their products are “cruelty free”? A cosmetics manufacturer told me that some are now paying humans to test cosmetics rather than using four-legged animals. A private labeler who supplies products to many name-brand companies told me his firm does tests on animals, but the large companies that buy his products say that they don’t. However, if a company uses older cosmetic ingredients that have long ago been tested on animals, they can still say their “new” cosmetic versions have not been tested on animals.

			Incidentally, cosmetic manufacturers took the word animal out of their ingredient labels but not out of the ingredients. Hydrolyzed animal protein, for example, is now called hydrolyzed collagen. Desamido collagen is used in “anti-aging creams” and also has had the word animal removed from its label, even though it is made with animal proteins. Dozens of cosmetic ingredients are derived from animals. You will be able to identify them with this dictionary.

			Animal welfare groups say thirty-eight thousand animals die needlessly in the EU every year in tests for new products. In 1991, the EU put forward a clause that prohibited marketing of cosmetic products containing ingredients or combinations of ingredients tested on animals. The EU proposed a ban on the testing of cosmetics on animals in 1993 and gave a deadline of 2009 for “cruelty-free” cosmetics. The law did go into effect in 2009, but under the exemptions, when products need to be checked for their toxicity or their effect on fertility, animal testing will be allowed to continue until 2013. The ban also outlawed the sale in the EU of cosmetics that have been tested on animals in other parts of the world. The proposed EU law does not ban existing products that have been tested on animals in the past. The ban is aimed at forcing cosmetic makers to switch to alternatives to animal testing, such as test-tube methods—if those are shown to be effective. Britain, Germany, Austria, Belgium, and the Netherlands have already banned cosmetic tests on animals, but unlike the EU law, such bans do nothing to stop products tested on animals being imported from abroad. Most of Europe’s cosmetic testing is carried out in France and Italy.

			Progress on Substitute Tests

			Some countries, notably the United States and Japan, legally require safety tests to be conducted on animals. Although it is unlikely that animal testing will be fully phased out, the EU is working hard to develop alternatives. Implementing this legislation requires a strategy to find alternative tests, so that human health can be protected.

			In November 2005, for the first time, the European Commission and a number of companies and trade federations active in various industrial sectors launched a joint initiative called the “European Partnership for Alternative Approaches to Animal Testing” (EPAA) whose purpose is to promote the development of new “3R” methods: refine, reduce, replace. The European Centre for the Validation of Alternative Methods (ECVAM) is the site where research is done to develop the new and, it is hoped, equally effective test to replace animals in industries. ECVAM—which has a staff of sixty—collaborates on cosmetics with the European Cosmetic Toiletry and Perfumery Association (COLIPA). In April 2007, the first tests in laboratories were introduced. These new methods, the European Partnership hopes, will lead toward the end of using rabbits in skin and eye irritancy tests. A cell culture that mimics human skin is also being employed to help evaluate the potential skin irritancy of chemicals. Two other methods identify severe eye irritants using animal tissues from slaughterhouses, which would otherwise be discarded.

			The European Commission has launched a new website, Tracking System for Alternative Test Methods Review Validation and Approval (TSAR). It is designed to track the development of new alternative test methods that should replace, reduce, and refine current animal testing. You can track it yourself if you have access to a computer: http://tsar.jrc.ec.europa.eu/.13

			SOME CHANGES MADE

			This is the seventh edition of A Consumer’s Dictionary of Cosmetic Ingredients. Since the sixth there have been a lot of changes, some of them very good and some of them unsettling. Here is a sampling:

			
					
					The FDA, the World Health Organization, the EU, the PCPC, and the ASEAN have all put their regulations and some—but certainly not all—of their ingredients on the Web (see pages 559–64).

					

					
					The FDA is now allowing cosmetic companies to self-affirm whether their products are generally recognized as safe (GRAS). (See GRAS in the dictionary.) In the past, the GRAS designation gave some comfort because the FDA had either studied the ingredient or through “grandfathering” had found it to be safe after long-term use. Why shouldn’t a company self-proclaim its chemical compound as “safe”? It is good for sales but not necessarily for us.

					

					
					Many cosmetic ingredients are now made in China, where the Chinese government has little oversight. Unsanitary conditions and unregulated sources of raw material are all too common, but the government says it is working on correcting inadequacies. For example, China’s Ministry of Health issued an emergency notice, asking that certain illegal cosmetic ingredients be recalled by their manufacturers. The ingredients were dexamethasone, chloramphenicol, metronidazole or hydrocortisone acetate, which are all banned raw materials in their cosmetics (see all in dictionary).14 China in 2006 issued proposed regulations banning more than twelve hundred substances in cosmetics. Zhang Heyong, the director of the China Quality Association for Pharmaceuticals, said “weak government supervision and lack of compulsory testing of ingredients lead to safety worries. The regulations, which reflect similar requirements in the European Union, have been strengthened after angry consumers demanded cosmetics be made safe.”15

					

					
					Imported cosmetic products from all over the world flood into U.S. ports but remain almost entirely uninspected. The U.S. Interagency Working Group on Import Safety reported to the president that federal agencies cannot and should not attempt to physically inspect every product entering the United States: “Doing so would not only bring international trade to a standstill, but would also distract limited resources from those imported goods that pose the greatest risk. Instead, we have to be smarter about what we do. While we acknowledge it is not possible to eliminate all risk with imported and domestic products, being smarter requires us to find new ways to protect American consumers and continually improve the safety of our imports. We recommend working with the importing community to develop approaches that consider risks over the life cycle of an imported product, and that focus actions and resources to minimize the likelihood of unsafe products reaching U.S. consumers.”16

					

			

			IS IT A COSMETIC, A DRUG, OR A FOOD?

			There are many innovations in cosmetics both here in the United States and abroad. You will read about them throughout this book. However, innovations can bring problems. One of the growing conundrums since the last edition is whether a product designed to improve our appearance is a drug, a cosmetic, a food, or a combination of the three. Even the Center for Food Safety and Applied Nutrition and the Federal Drug Administration are confused about a product’s legal status, and the agencies’ staffs state that this confusion will impede investigational use of complaint system information. Of course, it’s worth noting that at this writing, such a complaint system no longer exists.17

			A newly named category—nutricosmetics—involves eating and drinking your skin care to improve your looks from the inside and out. It is becoming increasingly popular, and includes food-based cosmetics such as vitamin C collagen and vitamin-fortified skin care yogurt with avocado.

			In the last edition of this book, the so named nutraceuticals were just starting to become publicized. They are compounds of natural, bioactive chemicals that have nutrients and immune-building or medicinal properties.

			Feeding your skin by applying a nutraceutical or a nutricosmetic not only improves your health, it also provides wealth for the cosmetic companies. One company is selling Inside-Out, a vitamin-infused lipstick with a gel-based outer core to deliver long-lasting pigment coverage and an inner core to deliver the nutrients.18

			Following is some information that will help you penetrate the subtle crossovers. It is directly from the FDA Cosmetics Handbook:

			
				The FD&C Act defines cosmetics as articles intended to be applied to the human body for cleansing, beautifying, promoting attractiveness, or altering the appearance without affecting the body’s structure or functions. Included in this definition are products such as skin creams, lotions, perfumes, lipsticks, fingernail polishes, eye and facial make-up preparations, shampoos, permanent waves, hair colors, toothpastes, deodorants, and any material intended for use as a component of a cosmetic product. Soap products consisting primarily of an alkali salt of fatty acid and making no label claim other than cleansing of the human body are not considered cosmetics under the law.19

			

			THE COSMETICS-DRUG CONNECTION

			Products that are cosmetics but are also intended to treat or prevent disease, or otherwise affect the structure or functions of the human body, are also considered drugs and must comply with both the drug and cosmetic provisions of the law. Examples of products that are drugs as well as cosmetics are anticavity toothpastes (e.g., “fluoride” toothpastes), hormone creams, suntanning preparations intended to protect against sunburn, antiperspirants that are also deodorants, and antidandruff shampoos.

			Most currently marketed cosmetics that are also drugs are over-the-counter drugs. Several are new drugs for which safety and effectiveness had to be proved to the agency before they could be marketed. A new drug is a drug that is not generally recognized by experts as safe and effective under the conditions of intended use or that has become so recognized but has not been used to a material extent or for a material time under such conditions.

			The regulatory requirements for drugs are more extensive than the requirements applicable to cosmetics. For example, the FD&C Act requires that drug manufacturers register every year with the FDA and update their lists of all manufactured drugs twice annually. Additionally, drugs must be manufactured in accordance with current good manufacturing practice regulations as codified as Adulterated or Misbranded Cosmetics.

			The PCPC, however, has been vigorously pursuing efforts to convince the FDA’s Center for Drug Evaluation and Research to adopt “reasonable regulatory standards for products considered as both cosmetics and drugs.”

			A category particularly troublesome to the United States and the European Union concerns sunscreens and suntan products. The two cannot agree whether the goods are cosmetics or drugs: the FDA believes some of them are drugs, and the EU believes they are all cosmetics.

			FUN IN THE SUN WITH A COSMETIC OR DRUG

			We humans can’t stay indoors all the time, and we do enjoy going out on a bright sunny day. Dermatologists have warned for years, however, that exposure to solar rays can induce skin cancer—including the life-threatening melanoma—and speed the aging of skin.

			What’s the difference between UVA and UVB? The “burning” sun rays are ultraviolet B (UVB) that peak during midday. The “aging rays” are believed to be the ultraviolet A (UVA) because they penetrate deeper into the skin and cause cumulative damage. UVA radiation does not cause the painful sunburn that is a result of exposure to UVB radiation; therefore, it is hard to detect. UVA was once thought to be “safe,” but now researchers report both UVA and UVB can increase the risk of skin cancer.

			Suntan products generally are sunscreening preparations that permit penetration of ultraviolet radiation to allow for best tanning results. When used as directed, consumers may remain in the sun for a predetermined time period without risking a sunburn. The sunburn protection is provided by sunscreen active ingredients, such as cinoxate and homosalate (see both in the dictionary). Sunscreens of variable potency protect against the adverse effects of ultraviolet (UV) radiation. They are considered over-the-counter (OTC) drugs by the FDA and cosmetics by the EU. Both agencies consider suntanning products cosmetics, products that just help you become tan without the sun, whereas sunscreens—sunblocks, sunscreen gels, creams, and liquids (also known as suntan lotions)—are lotions, sprays, or other topical products. They help protect the skin from the sun’s potential cancer-causing radiation. Besides checking the ingredient label, you can look for the Skin Cancer Foundation’s Seal of Recommendation on the label or in the packaging. The seal is awarded to sun protection products that have an SPF of 15 or greater, validated by testing on twenty people, does not produce phototoxicity or contact irritation, and has substantiated claims for water resistance. Following the FDA guidelines, a “water-resistant” product must maintain its SPF after forty minutes of water immersion, and a “very-water-resistant” product after eighty minutes (www.skincancer.org).

			The FDA tried to prevent companies from using a sun protection factor (SPF) above 30 in sunscreens. SPF is a rating scale indicating how much time you can expose your skin to the sun before you will burn when using a particular sunscreen. The FDA did not think above 15 was effective and that furthermore it might encourage consumers to stay in the sun longer. The PCPC successfully lobbied against the restriction in 2002.

			The current FDA regulations curb to some degree sunscreen label warnings, discarding the liberal old “prevents cancer of the skin” in favor of versions of “Sun Alert: the sun causes skin damage. Regular use of sunscreens over the years may reduce the chance of skin damage, some types of skin cancer, and other harmful effects due to the sun.” The FDA has been influenced by epidemiologists, who maintain that it is not very healthy for light-complexioned people to expose themselves to long-term UV radiation, even when protected by “effective” sunscreens.

			Some newer suntan products of interest are capsules intended for ingestion and containing mostly beta-carotene and canthaxanthin (see both). These color additives enter the bloodstream and are partially deposited in skin tissue, giving the skin a tanlike color. Neither color additive is approved for this particular use, and products containing them are considered by the FDA to be adulterated. Some reports of adverse reactions associated with tanning pills have mentioned stomach cramps, hepatitis, nausea, diarrhea, and deposition of the color in the retina of the eye.

			It has become common practice to add sunscreening ingredients of variable potency to cosmetics to protect against the adverse effects of UV radiation exposure. In a study done at Case Western Reserve University, in Cleveland, Ohio, it was shown that cosmetic preparations containing sunscreening ingredients are indeed protective against the sun’s rays and should therefore be encouraged.20

			Dr. John Bailey, the former director of the FDA Office of Cosmetics and now an executive with PCPC, pointed out that there is a difference between “photo-aging” from the sun and chronological aging: “Cosmetics can’t do anything about the latter.”

			Cosmetic companies believe they can—or at least say they can.

			COSMECEUTICALS—A COSMETIC DRUG FOR WRINKLES?

			The modern age of the cosmeceutical began with the approval of Johnson & Johnson’s Retin-A as a topical anti-acne drug in 1973. A serendipitous observation was made that the product not only got rid of pimples, it reduced the appearance of wrinkles. Johnson & Johnson subsequently sought approval for a related vitamin A product, Renova. After much controversy, it was recommended for approval in April 1992 by an FDA advisory panel for the treatment of fine wrinkling, mottled hyperpigmentation (liver spots), and roughness associated with sun damage.

			Medical reports that a vitamin A derivative could reverse some sun damage and fade wrinkles fueled a whirlwind of interest in the cosmetic field. Some companies rushed to market vitamin A products. One of them, Cosmetic Laboratory Sales, took a full-page ad in the tabloid the Star, September 28, 1993, promoting “free retinol Vitamin A crème when you purchase Alpha/H, Alpha Hydroxy Creme, Medical Science’s New Age Reversal Formula.” The ad went on to say that “Direct from leading medical journals, plus fashion magazines like Vogue and Cosmopolitan, comes the ‘bombshell announcement’ of a wondrous discovery that can help you grow away lines and signs of age in a brand-new, smooth-as-silk complexion and make you look 10 to 15—why even a whole generation—younger.”

			The number of commercial products containing the acids exploded, jumping from around five in 1990 to two hundred by 1994.

			By 1997, highly respected companies were in the mix. Neutrogena, for example, introduced its Healthy Skin Antiwrinkle Cream with retinol. It contains a combination of moisturizers and vitamin B5, which is claimed to “increase moisture levels and skin firmness” and “even out skin tone.” It was a big seller.

			Because alpha-hydroxy acids (AHAs) are somewhat irritating and may cause increased sensitivity to the sun, the trend, at this writing, is toward beta-hydroxy acids. These contain salicylic acid, long used in acne medicines. Both the alpha and the beta acids are exfoliants that cause the shedding of superficial skin cells. In the youth market, such products are sold to get rid of oily, blackhead-dotted top layers of skin. As one cosmetic manufacturer told me, however, you can grind up apricot pits and rub them on your face and get the same effect.

			Remember, FDA regulations say that if a substance changes structure, it is a drug and must undergo rigorous scientific and expensive bureaucratic evaluations. If it is a cosmetic, you can just put it on the market. If you look and listen to the promotion of many cosmeceuticals, you would think they change structure, and now some of them do, but the cosmetic companies want them to be considered cosmetics. The cosmetic producers say their AHA exfoliants do not change the structure of the skin, just peel off the dead layers, and therefore the products are cosmetics.

			Zoe Draelos, M.D., professor of dermatology at Wake Forest University, disagrees. She said at a meeting of cosmetic dermatology in 1998 that “These acids can alter the stratum corneum [see the dictionary] 20 to 30 layers deep, particularly in formulations with a pH of 3 or lower…. Even cosmetic products with AHA concentration at or below 10 percent and at a pH of at least 3.5 are penetrating the skin further than necessary. When patients feel stinging or burning, they think, ‘Good, the product is working,’ when in fact the pain they feel relates to the fact that the acid has penetrated the dermis and is interacting with the dermal nerve endings.” That technically makes AHAs a topical application.

			The FDA’s National Center for Toxicological Research (NCTR) is currently investigating the effects of long-term exposure to AHAs to determine whether the AHA (glycolic acid) may increase the potential for cancer when skin is exposed to the sun. Researchers found that topical application of glycolic acid at concentrations as low as 4 percent and for as short a duration as four days can alter the skin’s response to UV radiation.

			DISCRIMINATE AGAINST THE HYPE

			The FDA Handbook states:

			
				A cosmetic is misbranded if its labeling is false or misleading, if it does not bear the required labeling information, or if the container is made or filled in a deceptive manner.

			

			Nevertheless, cosmeticians don’t call a wrinkle a wrinkle: it’s a “dermatologic corrugation.” But no matter what it is called, wrinkles, liver spots, dry skin, and gray hair are all potential goldmines for cosmetic companies. Today’s arsenal of chemicals have some ingredients that may actually work. The trick is to know which may be based on scientific evidence and which are just fantasies. This book can help you decide between benefit and blather.

			Some argue that while Congress intended to safeguard the health and economic interests of consumers with the federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act, it also meant to protect a manufacturer’s right to market a product free of excessive government regulation. And in an industry that sells personal image, especially images of beauty and sex appeal, not allowing any inflated claims would certainly hurt the marketing. Most cosmetics, of course, contain ingredients that are promoted with exaggerated claims of beauty, of long-lasting effects to create an image. It’s up to the consumer to believe it or not. Dr John Bailey, former director of the FDA’s Office of Cosmetics and now executive vice president for science at the Personal Care Products Council, says you really have only the manufacturers’ representations to rely on for these products. Price doesn’t necessarily correlate to product performance, but if a woman buys an expensive, elegant formulation that may or may not work, if it makes her feel real good, then she’s gotten her money’s worth.21

			Cosmetic labels that claim a product is “dermatologist tested,” “sensitivity tested,” “allergy tested,” or “nonirritating” carry no guarantee that you won’t have a reaction, and what you have in a bottle is not necessarily what you have on the skin in a few minutes. Alcohol and/or water may evaporate and you may be left with a very different compound than what is listed on the bottle.

			In the United Kingdom, advertised claims are subject to close scrutiny by watchdog organizations, broadcast advertisements must be precleared by Clearcast, and both broadcast and print advertisements are scrutinized by the Advertising Standards Authority (ASA). These organizations require robust scientific evidence to substantiate claims being made. The ASA is the independent body set up by the advertising industry to police the rules laid down in the advertising codes. The ASA is committed to protecting consumers and creating a level playing field for advertisers. To find out more, visit www.asa.org.uk.

			The United Kingdom’s ASA went after Estée Lauder, the giant cosmetic company, in 2009 for claiming in an advertisement that by using the Tri-Aktiline Instant Deep Wrinkle Filler consumers would “Start to see your wrinkles disappear INSTANTLY.” Another claim in the advertisement purported: “After 4 weeks of continued use: 83% reported improvement in the appearance of lines. After 8 weeks of continued use: clinical studies measured a 45% visible reduction in wrinkle depth and length.”22

			Estée Lauder said the claim “68% of subjects reported a visible filling of wrinkles” was based on the results of the consumer evaluation study on fifty women. They said 68 percent of subjects (thirty-four women) responded to the question “How would you rate the effectiveness of ‘the product’ for … immediately filling-in fine lines/wrinkles” by reporting that Tri-Aktiline was extremely, very, or somewhat effective. However, they did not submit the method or results of the evaluation study in full.

			They said the claim “After 4 weeks of continued use: 83% (41 women) reported improvement in the appearance of lines” was supported by the consumer evaluation study. They said participants responded to the question “How would you describe the degree of improvement in the appearance of your fine lines and wrinkles after 4 weeks of use?” and 82 percent reported a slight, moderate, or dramatic improvement. They acknowledged that the ad had claimed “83% reported improvement in the appearance of lines” but argued that that was an error unlikely to render the claim misleading. Estée Lauder said they also carried out a clinical test on twenty-three women to assess the effectiveness of Tri-Aktiline in reducing the appearance of lines and wrinkles after four and eight weeks of use. They said this supported the claim that consumers would see a significant improvement in their lines and wrinkles after four weeks as 83 percent of the subjects in the clinical study had a significant improvement in their wrinkles after four weeks, based on objective measurements. They believed that the percentage of people demonstrating an improvement in wrinkle reduction mirrored the results of the consumer study and therefore proved the claims were true and consistent with consumer expectations. They said the data from the clinical study showed that after eight weeks of product use, Tri-Aktiline reduced the appearance of lines and wrinkles by an average of 45 percent.

			In a beauty salon, I recently saw an ad for L’Oréal’s New Visible Lift. It said “Our first make-up with an age serum inside. Visibly reduce lines by 31%.” I had to wait until I returned home so I could use a magnifying glass to read an almost illegible line at the bottom of the page that said: “Results based on a 4-week clinical study.” How many subjects? Who did the study? Was it just asking a few women what they thought of their wrinkles after four weeks? Who knows? Not us.

			Another antiwrinkle cosmetic that is still under the radar at this writing claims to do the same as BOTOX, the expensive injectable agent that temporarily diminishes or eliminates lines and wrinkles on the face by relaxing underlying facial muscles. It is derived from botulinum toxin type A, a bacterium-produced neuromuscular toxin that can be deadly in a pure state. It is used in a highly diluted form. The FDA has approved botulinum toxin treatment for alleviating eye-muscle disorders and smoothing frown lines. This treatment is often used in conjunction with facial plastic surgery procedures such as a face-lift or eyelid lift to maximize its cosmetic benefit. The results usually last between three to six months, though results will vary based on the patient and the area injected. A company is now marketing Botox Cosmetic, which it says does not require injections. Faitox-25 wrinkle creams cost $55 for 1 ounce to $200 per .5 oz for its eye wrinkle cream. They claim to do the following:

			
					
					Boost new collagen production

					

					
					Even out skin tone and restore clarity

					

					
					Reduce expression lines and deep furrows

					

					
					Firm, tone, and increase skin’s elasticity

					

			

			Manufacturers claim that the product is collagen that actually supports the structure of our skin, making it firm and resilient. Faitox-25 Botox wrinkle cream with Argireline and Matrixyl 3000, the company says, is the first Botox alternative wrinkle cream that combines three scientifically advanced ingredients that rival the results of the injectable Botox. The company says that “Argireline, at 25%, is a wrinkle relaxing peptide, a brand name for Acetyl Hexapeptide-3. Argireline mimics the actions of Botox by relaxing muscle contractions that create wrinkles. Faitox-25 Botox alternative wrinkle cream contains the highest concentration of Argireline available today.” The product’s website has no address or phone number, but through its URL (http://www.synovialabs.com/) I did find a company: Jabalabs.com at 14080 Nacogdoches, Suite 64, San Antonio, TX 78247; toll free 888-508-4510. The website is support@jabalaabs.com and the company sells Faitox-25, but you have to order five bottles at a time. Jabalabs does carry the statement that cosmetic companies are supposed to carry if they have not come under the FDA umbrella:

			
				“The statements made within this website have not been evaluated by the Food and Drug Administration. These statements and the products of this company are not intended to diagnose, treat, cure, or prevent any disease.”

			

			The fact is that if cosmetic chemists could put “youth in a bottle,” they would deserve the Nobel Prize or at least the Ponce de Leon Fountain of Youth Award. Yet, in a society that fears growing old, you can be subjected to such claims. Even in the global recession, at this writing, another company, La Prairie, is still selling its Skin Caviar Luxe Cream, an anti-aging longevity serum, which “Re-firms, Re-plumps and Re-ignites skin’s luminosity” for the customer who has “multiple aging concerns, including loss of luminosity and firmness.” Price? $375 for one fluid ounce. You can obtain the same cream in a jeweled jar for $2,000. The numbered jar includes 1.7 ounces and comes with a certificate of authenticity. This is a prime example of the container costing more than the cosmetic inside. The website is http://shoplaprairie.com/store/viewPrd.asp?.

			Cosmetic companies also do not want the price of their ingredients publicized. If you read labels, you’ll see that water and alcohol are two of the most commonly used ingredients. One French perfumer was asked, for example, how much the ingredients in a perfume selling for $230 per ounce in a department store really cost. His answer: “Four to six dollars.”

			Another reason the prices may not be publicized is because it is illegal to price-fix. Some of the major department stores like Macy’s, Nordstrom’s, and Blooming-dale’s were accused of price-fixing, and although they claimed no wrongdoing, they agreed in a class action settlement in February 2004 to give away $175 million in cosmetics and perfumes. The cosmetics were given out from January 20 to 27, 2009, to consumers who bought products from the stores listed in the suit between May 1994 and July 2003. The free products included mascara, moisturizers, and fragrances sold by L’Oréal, Estée Lauder, and Chanel, who were among the list of manufacturers from which consumers could claim products. After January 27, the giveaway ended and wasn’t scheduled to be repeated.

			ORGANIC OR NATURAL—WHAT’S THE DIFFERENCE?

			“Natural” can mean anything to anybody. “There are no standards for what ‘natural’ means,” says Dr. Bailey of the PCPC. “They could wave a tube [of plant extract] over the bottle and declare it natural. Who’s to say what they’re actually using?” “Natural,” according to the FDA, implies that ingredients are extracted directly from plants or animal products as opposed to being produced synthetically. There is no basis in fact or scientific legitimacy, the FDA says, to the notion that products containing natural ingredients are good for the skin.23

			“Natural” doesn’t mean pure or clean or perfect either. According to the cosmetic trade journal Drug and Cosmetic Industry, all plants [including those used in cosmetics] can be heavily contaminated with bacteria, and pesticides and chemical fertilizers used to improve crop yields.” Still, more and more “botanicals” are being added to cosmetics, including anti-aging products and other “treatment” and beautifying ingredients. Botanicals compose the largest category of cosmeceutical additives found in the marketplace today. Their use is unregulated and often unsupported by science, and their purported therapeutic properties remain largely unexplored.

			Some botanicals that may benefit the skin include: green tea extract, ferulic acid, and grape seed extract. Natural, organic, and environmentally friendly products have carved out a stable and profitable niche in the cosmetic sector, but competition is intensifying as new brands contend with established players. The market opportunity is clear, but delivering on promises of natural and organic products in a highly critical marketplace isn’t always easy, especially without clear definitions and regulations. As traditional differences between natural food and beauty dissolve, the natural movement is establishing its place in the cosmetic industry.

			Deciding what is really “organic” is a constant problem. Cosmetic companies won their fight to ensure that the USDA maintains a certification program for organic personal care products. The authority decided to reverse its decision to drop the certification system following a concerted campaign by industry members and lobby groups. Since the cosmetic companies do not have to register their ingredients with the FDA or USDA, they can decide, if they want to, that their product is organic.24 As consumers increasingly want to buy “green products” that do not harm themselves or the atmosphere, the cosmetic companies are more than ready to provide for the growing demand. According to Organic Monitor, the international market for natural and organic cosmetics is expected to generate billions in sales, with Europe and the United States accounting for the most customers. However, the terms “natural” and “hypoallergenic” are not necessarily interchangeable, as anyone who has ever had poison ivy knows. While cosmetic companies often try to exploit this confusion of terms, this dictionary will help you understand which “natural” drugs are actually hypoallergenic.

			HYPOALLERGENIC

			In 1975, the FDA tried to publish regulations defining hypoallergenic cosmetics as cosmetics with a lower potential for causing an allergic reaction. These regulations were defeated by two cosmetic companies, Almay and Clinique, who claimed consumers already understood that hypoallergenic products were no panacea against allergic reactions. The courts eventually held for the companies.

			Hypoallergenic implies that products making this claim are less likely to cause allergic reaction. There are no prescribed scientific studies required to substantiate this claim, the FDA says. Likewise, the terms “dermatologist tested,” “sensitivity tested,” “allergy tested,” or “nonirritating” carry no guarantee that products won’t cause skin reactions.

			Hypo means “less than,” and hypoallergenic means only that the manufacturer feels that the product is less likely than others to cause an allergic reaction. Although some manufacturers do clinical testing, others may simply omit perfumes or other common problem-causing ingredients.

			Dr. Bailey says that, with limited funds and personnel, the FDA Office of Cosmetics and Colors must concentrate more on risk than on claims. Although preservatives partly protect against infection, they can irritate the eye and skin in some sensitive persons. Additionally, some people may be allergic to fragrances or other ingredients in a cosmetic, such as rosin (also called colophony), nickel, and lanolin. They may develop tearing, itching, and redness of the eyes, or swelling and flaking of the eyelids. Allergic persons may need to try different “hypoallergenic products” until they find one that is safe for them. For instance, pencil eyeliner and powder eye shadow may cause less irritation than liquid liner and liquid shadow.

			FRAGRANCE—THE SWEET AND SOUR SMELL OF SUCCESS

			The greatest artists in the cosmetic business are the “noses”—those remarkably scent-sensitive people who create fragrances, sometimes with as many as two hundred or more ingredients. These mix masters can combine chemicals and make you think you smell freshly baked bread, a new car, or Chanel perfume. One of the reasons we do not have specific ingredients for “fragrances” or “flavors” is that these noses don’t want to give their secret formulas away. Even federal labeling regulations recognize this and require that only the words perfume or fragrance be added to the label.

			Pleasant aromas are derived from a spectacular number of substances, including plant materials and synthetic chemicals. Perfumers can even improve on nature. Certain natural flower scents, for instance, cannot be extracted, yet the experts, using various chemicals, can reproduce the same aroma we smell in the actual blossom. Because of the complexity of perfume formulas, it is difficult but possible for competitors to break them down and reproduce them.

			Since fragrances are intended to vaporize, and they do contain plant and floral derivatives as well as many other chemicals, they frequently cause allergic reactions. A less-frequent side effect of perfume is a skin pigmentation called berloque dermatitis. With new awareness that chemicals can be delivered to the body not only through ingestion and absorption through the skin but also by inhalation of scent, federal and industrial scientists are concerned that some of the volatile ingredients in cosmetics may have an adverse systemic effect. In fact, the fixative AETT was voluntarily removed from cosmetics after it was shown to be a nerve toxin in animals. At this writing, there is additional concern about another fixative, musk ambrette, being a nerve toxin. ASEAN has banned it in cosmetics.

			The big problem with fragrances is that some people are hypersensitive to them. The advertisers who place perfume samples in magazines have to enclose them because so many people are allergic. Even those who spray passing customers in department stores get into trouble if they spray someone allergic with a fragrance. Furthermore, as you will read in the dictionary section, of all cosmetics, fragrances have the most ingredients, as well as the most potentially harmful ingredients. Fragrance producers use many chemicals that are toxic as well as allergenic. A woman in 2009 won a suit against her employer because a co-worker would not stop wearing a perfume that caused the woman’s lung problem to worsen.

			The Flavor Experts Manufacturing Association (FEMA) is aware of the problems that may arise from their industry’s products. The association conducts frequent workshops to foster self-regulation. At one in 2000, Dr. Barbara Hall of Sureconsult said the fragrance industry understood that effective self-regulation is necessary to avoid health concerns and ensure the confidence of customers. Furthermore, Hall claimed that, unlike governmental authorities, self-regulatory bodies such as the International Fragrance Association (IFRA) are able to keep up with the speed of new scientific developments.

			She added that dermatologists and the industry must cooperate more closely to identify the formulation of fragrances that cause allergies in patients. They should be able to perform mix tests and advise patients to avoid certain fragrances altogether rather than carry out more expensive patch tests.

			As of now, fragrance manufacturers are often left without feedback on which ingredients are likely to have provoked allergic reactions. Hall said IFRA runs an information scheme for dermatologists should they need fragrance ingredient information. Cooperation initiatives such as this were called for from both sides to create a healthy flow of information.

			RACE, CULTURE, AND COSMETICS

			Women of color—African American, Hispanic, Middle Eastern, and Asian—have different cosmetic color needs than Caucasian women. The cosmetic companies, as well as dermatologists, are currently investigating the differences in skin sensitivity and grooming techniques between different ethnicities. Sensitive skin is a complex problem with genetic, individual, environmental, occupational, and ethnic implications, and the development of cosmetics and toiletries designed especially for different ethnic skin and hair types is under way.

			The number one concern of black women, according to the experts, is uneven skin tone, primarily hyperpigmentation, which are dark spots or dark areas on the skin. Other concerns include blemishes, splotchiness, excessive oiliness, dry patches, and ashiness; the quest is on to find products that are gentle but effective enough to treat these concerns but that will not trigger any additional damage. Dry skin can be a particular problem for African Americans. It’s uncomfortable, and it’s also easily noticed because of its grayish, “ashy” appearance. Using moisturizers can help, although people with acne may find these products worsen that condition. Ashiness can also affect the scalp. Industry sources report that black women spend approximately three times more on hair care products and styling than other women. Pomades that make the hair more manageable can decrease scalp dryness. But if pomade spreads to the forehead during sweating, it can block pores, leading to a condition called acne cosmetica.

			Although African Americans have been the focus of ethnic marketing in the past, Latinos are now the fastest-growing ethnic group, and cosmetic companies are marketing to many different ethnicities.

			This edition of A Consumer’s Dictionary of Cosmetic Ingredients includes unique products traditionally used by Asians, Middle Easterners, and Africans, as well as lists some of the potential side effects, such as high lead levels from kohl and ochronosis from the overuse of bleaching creams.

			Ethnic minorities, now one-third of the U.S. population, are expected to become the majority by 2042. Ethnic consumers generally buy and use more makeup and are more playful with color. “When compared to the general population, ethnic women have a high percentage rate of makeup usage, beauty spending and the number of beauty brands purchased,” says Delia Grant, Avon’s senior manager for U.S. marketing, color.25

			Cosmetic companies are eager to gain sales in cosmetics in the opportune, relatively untapped Muslim market, but cosmetic products have to satisfy Muslim values. Although they note that in theory wearing cosmetics is hamam, for the bath, a significant proportion of Muslim women do wear cosmetics and those who do may well prefer a halal (permitted) version. Labeling halal certified usually means that the cosmetic contains no animal ingredients and has not been tested on animals. That means Muslim and Orthodox Jewish women will have to read this dictionary carefully because many cosmetic products today are derived from animals, including most gels.

			Colgate-Palmolive has a number of toothpaste products that are certified halal and the Australian firm Almaas produces halal color cosmetics such as mascaras and eye shadows.

			In addition, The Body Shop, although not certified halal, is an example of a successful retailer in the Middle East having taken a strong stance against animal testing and using a number of natural ingredients in its products.

			We know that cosmetic companies are aimed at appealing to a multiethnic market, but what other underserved categories do they have in their sights? Men, of course.

			FOR MEN ONLY

			For more than a decade, the beauty industry has considered men as a potential growth area, but the sector had been somewhat disappointing. The most successful companies making for-men-only products acknowledge that men are fundamentally wash-shave-and-walk-out-the-door types, but these companies are still trying to persuade men to take the next steps: moisturize and protect. In the old days, men were forced to use women’s products if they wanted moisturizers and concealers, but now men have these cosmetics made especially for them. One company, Aramis’s Lab Series for Men, introduced Trifecta Triple Effect Formula, which the company says reduces excess shine, shrinks pores, and smoothes the skin.26 Trifecta is said to use “a gentle, non-acid technology to rid the skin of dry, flaky cells and provide hydration.” Its ingredients include antioxidants: green tea, tocopheryl acetate, and algae. Other ingredients are caffeine, polymers, sclareolide, sodium hyaluronate, palmitoyl pentapeptide, and acetyl glucosamine.

			Mintel Beauty Innovation, which keeps track of cosmetic categories and sales, has seen a dramatic increase in the number of new personal care products launched for men. In 2008, Mintel tracked more than 500 new men’s personal care products in the United States, a substantial increase from the 375 launched in 2007. Globally, Mintel recorded more than 3,600 new men’s personal care product launches in 2008.27

			Mintel Beauty Innovation sees rapid growth in four areas of advanced male grooming:28

			
					
					Lip-, eye- and hand-specific: Premium and mass-market brands alike now offer products for men that promise to enhance certain areas of the body. Clarins Men Lip Guard and Jack Black Industrial Strength Hand Healer emphasize functionality, not preening, to appeal to ordinary men. Still, other products such as L’Oréal Men Expert eye cream and the 4VOO Shape and Shine Nail Set target men seeking a flawless appearance.

					

					
					Makeup and self-tanning: Makeup for men is still a superpremium, niche market in the United States, but Mintel Beauty Innovation has seen many new brands emerge recently. Jean Paul Gaultier Monsieur and Clinique Skin Supplies for Men remain key players. Many personal care brands, including L’Oréal, also feature self-tanning products for men.

					

					
					Anti-aging and exfoliating ingredients: Men’s grooming lines increasingly boast semiscientific claims based on anti-aging or exfoliating ingredients. Biotherm Homme’s High Recharge Non-Stop Moisturizing Anti-Fatigue Concentrate uses the anti-aging ingredient ginseng, but others have included coenzyme Q10 or creatine for anti-aging benefits. Exfoliation has become a focus as well with products like Unilever’s Axe Skin Contact Smoothing Shower Scrub featuring cactus milk to exfoliate and smooth the skin.

					

					
					Organic, natural, and ethical: Mintel sees organic and natural products driving growth in many sectors; men’s personal care is no exception. John Allan’s facial moisturizer features natural ingredients, while Aveda Men uses organic ingredients in its hair care. The Body Shop has long promoted ethical causes and opposed animal testing.

					

			

			Recent innovations, including men’s makeup, have put men’s cosmetics on track. Euromonitor International, which keeps track of the global men’s grooming sector, maintains it is sizable, at a value of $21.7 billion, although it accounts for only 8 percent of value sales in the cosmetics and toiletries market as a whole and is smaller than price-pressured commodity sectors (e.g., oral hygiene and bath and shower products). In terms of dynamism, the sector grew 5 percent in fixed exchange rate terms in 2006—approximately on par with the entire cosmetics and toiletries market.

			Euromonitor says that maturation in the traditional men’s grooming areas of shaving products and deodorants, which accounted for 79 percent of total sector sales in 2006, is holding back growth. Even burgeoning demand from the emerging markets and the niche appeal of newer men’s grooming subsectors—such as moisturizers, exfoliators, and hair-styling products—is proving insufficient to halt the slowdown.

			One of the newer cosmetic pitches for men’s products is aimed at their penises. I am not kidding. First the cosmetic magicians convinced women that vaginas needed perfumes and creams, and now they are working their sales pitch toward men.29

			MensMax, the manufacturer of the penis moisturizer RestoreMax, has published the results of research suggesting that more and more men are ranking penis skin care as important. In a survey of a hundred American men, the company claimed that 23 percent considered penis skin care an important part of their daily routine compared with 16 percent in similar research the previous year. The promotion says that it will help men deal with the “Daily bombardment of stresses.”

			The company said a variety of complaints associated with the stresses and strains of modern life lay behind the trend. Chemicals found in latex condoms, lubricants, and spermicidal creams were all reported to have the potential to produce reactive and irritating effects. Other environmental factors, such as the confinement and excess heat generated from tight pants, were mentioned as causes of dryness. MensMax goes on to say that sexual intercourse can leave the penis feeling sore, irritated, chafed, and raw. However, the most frequently stated issue was age. Male skin tends to become drier with age so that older men often suffer from reduced sensitivity, elasticity, and texture. MensMax.com [inactive] concluded its research saying the penis is subject to a “gauntlet of torture” every day and that to restore it to health men should rub RestoreMax onto the shaft of their penis twice a day and always after sex.

			MensMax is not the only company to be specializing in intimate personal care products. At the HBA Global Expo in 2009 in New York, a conference session entitled “Personal Care: The New Intimacy” was dedicated to the rise of the intimate in the industry.

			Companies have figured out that men want speed of application and makeup that is not obvious. One company is offering Brow & Eyelash Gel to groom eyebrows into place, promoting the product as a “must” for men with shapeless and unruly brows, like 60 Minutes’s Andy Rooney. The promotion notes that the “flake-free formula also helps define eyes by imparting a subtle luster to eyelashes” and “may also be used to help tame sideburns and mustaches.”

			Clinique, at this writing, has introduced Clinique Skin Supplies for Men Moisture Surge Extra Oil-Free gel. The ads say: “This super-hydrating gel is suited for men’s skin after a day in the sun or a long plane flight. It contains ingredients such as aloe, trehalose, palmitoyl tripentapeptide-3 and glycerin.” The gel, Clinique proclaims, “helps retain moisture in the skin and buffers daily environmental aggressors.”

			The cosmetic marketers have also recognized that millions of men in middle age have to seek a new job or career because of economic downturns and layoffs, downsizing, or burnout. Such men are ripe for products that may make them appear younger and more attractive. This trend will foster the purchase of grooming aids, hair colors, and new wardrobes.

			THE CHILDREN’S MARKET
Babies and Young Children

			While cosmetic companies are increasing marketing to the aging, men, and people of color, they are also aiming at another group—babies and young children.

			There are perfumes for children and lipsticks for mothers who want to smell like children. The Nordstrom department store chain sells lip balm for babies with an Internet ad that says: “Kiehl’s Baby Lip Balm … This gentle, emollient lip balm has been formulated for infants and children as a safe way to provide soothing relief and moisturization to the lip area for $7.50 a stick. Mild enough to be used on nose and cheeks.” The store adds: “Pediatrician tested. Sensitivity tested to minimize allergy risk. Not tested on animals.” The business also sells Kiehl’s Baby Nurturing Cream for Face & Body: “This gentle formulation is a unique blend of natural ingredients to moisturize and soothe baby’s delicate skin. Massage cream with shea butter, apricot kernel oil and purified honey nurtures skin, leaving it smooth and soft. Gentle enough for use on baby’s face to help moisturize and even out dry patches.” And also stated: “Pediatrician tested. Sensitivity tested for daily use and tested to minimize allergy risk. Not tested on animals.” You can buy a 6.8-ounce tube for $18.50.

			The children’s market is estimated at $3 billion to $5 billion and growing 5 to 8 percent a year. One reason: children now make up one-fifth of the U.S. population, and a growing number of companies are catering to their needs. An analysis of Information Resources Inc. (IRI) sales data from 2002 shows that in the largest segment, oral hygiene, 4.2 percent of all the products sold were designed especially for children. For soap and bath products, kid-specific products accounted for 2.6 percent of sales. For shampoo and conditioner, 3.4 percent of sales were of children’s products. Sales of children’s sun care products are hot, accounting for 11.6 percent of all sales, perhaps fueled by parents’ concerns over potential long-term sun damage to their kids.30

			But there is trouble in the crib. A French health charity launched a high-profile campaign against the “toxic cocktail” of baby cosmetic products distributed in their country’s maternity wards. Le Comité pour le Développement Durable en Santé (C2DS) hit the headlines in September 2008 in the French national press to alert the public to the presence of parabens, EDTA, BHA, and bisphenol A (see all in dictionary) in baby cosmetics.31

			The organization gathered doctors, chemists, and cancer specialists to raise the alarm over the potential danger of these products on newborn babies whose skin is particularly permeable. Professor Dominique Belpomme, who is president of the cancer research charity ARTAC, told the press that the accumulative cocktail effect of the baby products was unknown. She said the current situation is absolutely unacceptable from the point of view of public health. Many of the chemicals flagged by the C2DS are commonly accused of presenting health dangers in cosmetics.

			Health Canada recently banned the chemical bisphenol A (BPA) from baby bottles and recommended it for inclusion in the government’s list of toxic substances.

			No such move has been made in Europe, where the European Food Safety Authority reviewed the scientific data on BPA in July 2008, and reaffirmed its safety at the existing limits.

			There is still trouble in the United States, though, with baby contact chemicals. Research published in the medical journal Pediatrics found that as the use of baby care products rose, so did the concentration of phthalates (see in dictionary), which are used in many fragrances. Infants and toddlers exposed to baby lotions, shampoos, and powders carry high concentrations of hormone-altering chemicals in their bodies that might have reproductive effects, according to a new scientific study of babies born in Los Angeles and two other U.S. cities. The lead scientist in the study, Dr. Sheela Sathyanarayana of the University of Washington’s Department of Pediatrics, said the findings suggested that many baby care products contain a variety of phthalates that enter children’s bodies through their skin. In the study, doctors tested the urine of 163 children between the ages of 2 months and 28 months born in Los Angeles, Minneapolis, and Columbia, Missouri, between 2000 and 2005. All had detectable amounts of at least one type of phthalate, and more than 80 percent had seven or more types.32

			Manufacturers do not list phthalates as ingredients on labels, so it is unknown which products contain them. The researchers at the University of Washington and the University of Rochester stressed that the potential effects on babies were uncertain. The study is the first, however, to report that skin transfer may be a main route of exposure for babies.

			“Phthalate exposure is widespread and variable in infants. We found that mothers’ reported use of infant lotion, infant powder and shampoo was significantly associated with … urinary concentrations,” the scientists wrote in the new study.

			In the study, babies exposed to baby lotion, shampoo, and powder had more than four times the level of phthalates in their urine than babies whose parents had not used the products. The highest levels were reported in babies under eight months old, and those exposed to lotions. More than half the mothers in the new study reported using baby shampoos on their infants within twenty-four hours of the urine tests; about one-third had used lotion and 14 percent used powder within the same time period. No link was found to baby wipes or to diaper creams.

			The highest concentrations in the babies were for a phthalate known as MEP, which comes from DEP, the compound used in fragrances. One baby had an extremely high level of MEP—4.4 parts per million.

			There was criticism of Dr. Sathyanarayana put out on the Public Relations
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